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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 12 
October 2005 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

The amendment filed on 12 October 2005, has been entered and made of record. 
Claims 1-21 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 12 October 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive in regards to claims 1-3, 7-9, 13-15, and 19-21. 

Applicant argues the "location" as set forth in the pending claims differs from the 
"location" used in the prior art rejections (Hollingsworth, Matsushita, Felser). Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. The difference of Applicant's "location" versus the prior art is not 
defined or brought out and thus does not distinguish over the prior art. Furthermore, 
Applicant states on page 7 of the Remarks, "Namely, the "location" is not the actual 
physical location of the object or how to place the object ... Instead, the "location" is an 
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actual specified identified location for the object that is defined without moving or 
placing the object." The "actual specified identified location" is the "physical location". 
The rules of Hollingsworth provides where the object should be placed without having to 
physically move the object to the location. 

Applicant argues Hollingsworth in view of Matsushita does not describe 
automatic door number as disclosed in claims 4, 10, and 16. Although Hollingsworth in 
view of Matsushita does not explicitly disclose a door with an automatic number, it 
would have been obvious to distinguish and label a door or any object within the 
drawing. Furthermore, Matsushita defines rules for text string to rid the user the burden 
of having to do so. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 6, 12, and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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1. Claims 1-3, 7-9, 13-15, and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by US Patent No. 5,444,836 to Hollingsworth et al. 

In regards to claims 1, 7, 13, 19-21 - 

Hollingsworth et al. discloses an apparatus and method for creating and applying 
flexible, user defined rules for placement of graphical objects in a computer aided 
drafting (CAD) application. The placement subsystem (100) and its relationship to other 
subsystems are shown in Fig. 1. Placement subsystem (100) communicates with 
database subsystem (102) over bidirectional communication link (110) to retrieve 
information and attributes associated with graphical objects to be placed on a graphical 
image. Database subsystem (102) may represent any database means capable of 
storing and retrieving information (claim 13, 21: storage medium readable by computer). 
Placement subsystem (100) manipulates the information retrieved from database 
subsystem (102) by applying user-defined rules to determine the proper placement of 
the graphical objects on the graphical image (claims 1.c.i-ii., 7.b.iii.1-2., 13.c.i-ii., 19- 
21) [col. 4, lines 64-66]. Placement subsystem (100) then communicates with drawing 
subsystem (104) over communication link (1 12) to instruct drawing subsystem (104) 
where to draw each graphical object on the graphical image [col. 4, lines 66-68]. 
Drawing subsystem (104) transforms information to graphical output device (106) over 
communication link (114) to create the desired graphical image (claims 1.a., 7.b.i., 
13.a., 19-21). The resulting graphical image constructed by graphical output device 
(106) shows the graphical objects placed on the graphical image according to the user 
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defined rules manipulated by placement subsystem (100) [col. 5, lines 1-8]. As shown 
in Fig. 2, these subsystems (100) (102) (104) may coexist on a common computer 
system (210) (claims 7, 20: a computer having memory) [col. 5, line 14]. The rule- 
processing component (200) represents the rule application (claim 7.b.) means for 
automatically reading and applying the placement rules defined by the user of the rule 
definition means [col. 5, lines 58-61]. Graphical objects may be lines, symbols, 
geometric shapes, text, or other constructs which are to be placed on the graphical 
image (claims 1.b., 7.b.ii., 13.b.) [col. 1, lines 24-26]. 

In regards to claims 2, 8, 14 - 

Fig. 2 depicts additional detail of the components within placement subsystem 
(100). A user of placement subsystem (100) uses rule creation and modification 
component (202) to create a textual file specifying the user defined placement rules to 
be applied in placement of all graphical objects (claims, 2, 8, 14). The rule specification 
file contains a structured record for each set of rules to be applied to a particular class 
of graphical objects being placed [col. 5, lines 32-39]. As shown in Fig. 2, the 
placement subsystem (100) exists on a common computer system (210) (claim 8) [col. 
5, line 14] and includes database subsystem (102) representing any database means 
capable of storing and retrieving information (claim 14). 



Application/Control Number: 10/657,441 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2672 

In regards to claims 3, 9, 15 - 

The rule-processing component (200) of Fig. 2 reads the rule specification file from 
storage device (204) to initiate the creation of graphical image on graphical output 
device (106). Each structured record read from storage device (204) includes a 
database query element to be applied by rule processing component (200) to database 
subsystem (102) [col. 5, lines 61-68]. The application of the query element to database 
subsystem (102) results in retrieval of zero or more information records. Each 
information record retrieved by the application of the query element to database 
subsystem (102) contains information regarding nominal placement of a graphical 
object to be placed on the graphical image (claims 3, 9, 15) [col. 6, lines 1-7]. As shown 
in Fig. 2, these subsystems (100) (102) (104) may coexist on a common computer 
system (210) (claim 9) [col. 5, line 14] and includes database subsystem (102) 
representing any database means capable of storing and retrieving information (claim 
15). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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2. Claims 4, 10, 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent No. 5,444,836 to Hollingsworth et al. in view of US Patent No. 6,049,340 to 
Matsushita et al. 

Hollingsworth et al. teaches the limitations of claims 4, 10, 16 with the exception of 
disclosing the object as a door. However, Matsushita et al. discloses a computer aided 
design (CAD) system in which the user selecting generates graphic drawings and 
placing figures representing objects such as walls and doors on a screen. 

In combination with the rationale of claims 1 , 7, and 13 respectfully, Hollingsworth 
et al. further teaches the ability to place text on the graphical image. The text blocks 
specify the TS text string drawing keyword statement to invoke the text drawing features 
of placement subsystem (100) in drawing the placeable text block on the graphical 
image (claim 4: door number) [col. 21, lines 17-23]. Furthermore, TS is a high-level 
keyword statement used to specify that a text string is to be drawn to represent the 
placeable object on the graphical image [Hollingsworth et al.: col. 16, lines 45-47]. This 
keyword is part of the user-defined rules. Thusly, by defining rules for a text string to be 
drawn on the object provides a means for automatically labeling a graphical object with 
text, such as with a number as claimed. 

As shown in Fig. 2, the CAD system of Matsushita et al. is a multi-window CAD 
system (claim 10: computer system) and runs a CAD program (claim 16: executable 
instructions) that is used to generate graphic drawings of buildings [col. 3, lines 63-65]. 
Referring to Fig. 1, a command-selecting unit (1) selects a command to place a figure at 
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a desired position with desired shape [col. 3, lines 40-41]. This figure may be a door as 
shown in Figs. 7, 8, 9, and 10 (claims: 4, 10, 16: object as a door) [col. 8, line 15]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include the generation of graphic drawings of buildings 
of Matsushita et al. with the automatic placement of Hollingsworth et al. with Matsushita 
et al. because the automatic placement reduces the burden on the user of manually 
applying complex drafting rules in creating or modifying graphical images [Hollingsworth 
et al.: col. 3, lines 64-66] within computer aided design systems. As Hollingsworth et al. 
determines, graphical objects may be lines, symbols, geometric shapes, text, or other 
constructs which are to be placed on the graphical image [Hollingsworth et al.: col. 1, 
lines 24-26]. Thus, doors may be included within these graphical objects. 

3. Claims 5, 11, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent No. 5,444,836 to Hollingsworth et al. in view of US Patent No. 
6,025,849 to Felser et al. 

Hollingsworth et al. teaches the limitations of claims 5, 1 1 , and 17 except disclosing 
the use of grips on the object for positioning and sizing. However, Felser et al. teaches 
a flexible system within a computer aided design (CAD) system that can be applied to 
shape objects as well as any other object that has the ability to provide type information 
[Felser et al.: col. 3, lines 1 1-13]. 
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In combination with the rationale of claims 1, 7, and 13 respectfully, Hollingsworth 
et al. discloses an apparatus and method for creating and applying flexible, user defined 
rules for placement of graphical objects in a computer aided drafting (CAD) application. 

Felser et al. discloses a software system (claim 17: executable instructions) that 
enables the creation and maintenance of relationships between properties of objects, 
wherein the objects can be authored by the user [col. 2, lines 40-45]. Referring to Fig. 
1, the software system is typically implemented using a personal computer (100) (claim 
11: computer with memory), which includes a processor (102), random access memory 
(RAM) (104), data storage devices (106), data communications devices (108), monitor 
(110), mouse pointing device (112) and keyboard (114). Fig. 2 of Felser et al. is a block 
diagram that illustrates the components of an object (200) (also referred to as, intelligent 
shape object). It is comprised of a number of different elements, one being zero of 
more handles (210) (claims 5, 11, 17: location grip) that provide direct manipulation of 
the shape object (200), thereby allowing the user to stretch or otherwise resize the 
shape object (200) [col. 4, lines 21-37]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one at the time the invention was made to 
combine the invention of Hollingsworth et al. with the handles and resizing method of 
Felser et al. to allow direct manipulation of the object and to utilize the CAD program to 
its fullest extent [Felser et al.: col. 1 , lines 57-62]. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michelle K. Lay whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7661. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:00am - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Razavi can be reached on (571) 272-7664. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Michelle K. Lay 
Patent Examiner 
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